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ABSTRACT 

A study examined tire- level of importance and the 
level of implementation of management funqtions and activities in 
agricultural teacher education programs as perceived bj program 
leaders and program staff- One hundred respondents (one program 
leader and one program staff member from each of fifty four-year 
institutions throughout the Onited States) cospleted a twe-part mail 
questionnaire Solicited by the questionnaire was demcgraphical 
information about the population of program "leaders, staff , their 
agricultural education programs, and their institutions as well as 
Information pertaining to the level of importance and the level of 
implementation of five management functions, including planning, 
organizing, staffing r directing r anJ controlling. Each cf these 
functions contained* four management activities for a total of 20 
items rated using a nine-point Likert-type rating scale. Agricultural 
teacher education program leader3 and staff agreed that 9 all five 
management functions and the 20 management activities were important 
Snd were being implemented in their respective programs • The 
respondents also generally agreed that planning and staffing were the 
t&os\ important functions. Also considered to be of prise importance 
were planning program goals and policies and securing support for 
planned programs. Recommendations were made calling for further 
studies, <MN) • 
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j\ ^ INTRODUCTION/NEED FOR THE STUDY 

Management plays an important role in all phases of society. 
Emphasis in management functions and leader responsibilities, however, 
have centered around business and industry and have been "very limited 
in the academic field. Furthermore, a very limited. amount of research , 
has be^n conducted in higher education, particularly agricultural 
education, concerning the perceived importance and implementation 
of management functions and activities found basic to the managerial * 
process of industry* , 

0 " 

This study supplied information tnfet will help in the effort to 
narrow the gap that exists between professional managerial knowledge 
and its application to agricultural teacher education in the university 
setting (Everett, 1981). 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The primary objective of the study was to determine the level 
of importance and the level of implementation of management functions 
and activities in agricultural teacher education programs as perceived 
by program leaders and program staff. 

1 




Specific objectives were to: 



2. 



3. 



Identify selected characteristics of agricultural teacher 
education program leaders, program staff, institutions and 
agricultural teacher education programs- 
Compare the program leaders 1 ' perceptions of the level of 
importance and the level of implementation 'of management 
functions and activities in agricultural teacher education 
programs with the staffs 1 perceptions of the level of im- 
portance and the level of implementation of management 
functions and' activities in agricultural, teacher education 
program^. y ^ ' 

Determine and compare the rank order of the importance of 
agricultural teacher education program management functions 
and selected matiag&nen't activities as perceived by program 
leaders and program staff. 



METHODS AND PROCEDURES 



( 



The population of the study was comprised of agricultural teacher 
educators employed in four-year institutions in the United States 



which consisted" of at least three individuals, including oneWogram 

U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



leader and' two staff persons who met selected criteria. 



2 



NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 



♦if 



CENTER iERICi 
document has been rWCXJured 3* 
'ocnrvod <rom th* person Of OfQarx/AtK?n 
originating if 
, Mmo' r.hanqp*, Mw> been mad* 4 to imp'ove- 
'pp'oljf t>an qudl'ty 

» 

• Point* of view o r opmKKH stated m thi* dOCu 
mont do not fiec***afify represept official Nif. 
fv •povtwn of policy 



Figure. 1: Summary of R. Alec Mackenzie's Management 'Model* (Mackenzie, 
, „ 1969) ' '. ' 

PLAN: Predetermine a course of action 

Forecast - Establish where present .course wifl lead 

Set Objectives t Determine desired end results , p 

Develop Strategies - Decide how & wtfen to achieve goals \ 
Program - Establish priority, sequence & timing of steps 
Budget - Allocate resources 

Set Procedures - Standardize methods ^ 
Develop Policies - Make ^standing decisions pn important recurring 
matters ^ ^ 

ORGANIZE: Arrange & relate work for effective accomplishment of objectives 
Establish Organization- Structure - Drav* up organization chart 
Delineate Relationships - Define liaison lines to facilitate 
coordination 

Create Position Descriptions - Define scope, relationships , v 

responsibilities, & authority 
Establish Position Qualifications - Define qualifications for 

persons^Ln each position * 

STAFF: Choose competent people for positions in organization 
Sedect - Recruit qualified people for. each position 
Orient - Familiarize new peopli. with the situation 
Train - Make proficient by instruction S practice 
. Develop - Help improve knowledge, attitudes & skills , * 

4 

DIRECT: IBring about purposeful action toward desired objectives 

Delegate - Assign responsibility & *exact accountability for results 
Motivate - Persuade and inspire people to take desired / action 
^ Coordinate - Relate affofts in most effective combination 

Manage Differences - Encourage independent thought & resplve' conflict 
Manage Change - Stimulate creativity & innovation in achieving goals 

CONTROL: ^ En stir e progress toward objectives according to plan 

Establish Reporting System - Determine what critical data are 

neaded, how & when 
Deveripp Performance St^atfards - Set conditions that % will exist 

when key duties are well done 
Measure Jesuits - Ascertain extent of deviation from goals & 
* standards * / 

Take Corrective Action - Adjust plans, counsel to attain standards, 

replan & repeat cycle I ^ 
Reward - Praise, remunerate & discipline 



*These five management functions were diagramed by Mackenzie to\.general!y 
be a sequential process — - ^ 



organized on the seniester system. The largest percentage of the 
programs were titled Agricultural Education, were organized as a 
department within a college, and were primarily administered through 
the College of Agriculture, The majority, besides offering a B.S. 
degree, offered a Masterls degree, thesis and a Master's degree, 
non-thesis. Only one-third offered th£ Ed. Specialist and Ed.D. 
degrees, with just less than one-th<lrd offering the Ph.D. degree. 
Student enrollment ranged as high as 202 for primary undergraduates, 
with a mean of 87;, 0-32 for master's, dn-campus with a mean of 8.5. 
The mean number of undergraduate agricultural education credits • 
offered was 18.6 semester hours. Graduate agricultural education' 
credits offered averaged around 20 'semester hours. These programs 
employed an average of 5 staff persons with an average of 3 persons 
employed on some type of graduate assistantship . t 

The largest percentage of the program leaders were titled department 
he£d ; were employa^ in their position 7 years; had taught high school 
vocational agriculture 7 years; and were program leaders in the same 
state where they obtained their high school teaching experience. 

The program staff group consisted of approximately one-third — 
ea^ch of professors, associate professors and assistant professors, with 
the majority having 100 percent of their time budgeted for agricultural 
education. They also averaged a mean of 7 years high school 'teaching 
experience with the majority* currently employed in the -same state 
where they had obtained .such experience. # ^ 

When comparing the program leaders perception with the staffs' 
perception (paired by institutions) of the level tof importance of 
the combined activities of each management function, none of the functions 
nor the total combined management score were found significant at the 
.05 level. When the level of importance 'of ,each of tHet-20 management* 
activities under the four management functions were compare^ between 
program leaders and staff (paired by institutions), none were found 
significant at; the .05 level. These findings are ptesented in fable 1. 



When ccfcnparing the level of implementation between the program 
leaders aftd the program staff (paired by institutions)-, three of the 
functions, staffing, directing and controlling, as, well as the total 
combined management score, were found significant at the .05 level. 
The staff rated the level of implementation significantly lower in all 
four cases. When the lev*el of- implementation o^ /each of the 20 manage- 
ment activities were compared between program 'leaders and staff (paired 
by institutions), eight of v t^e 20 management actAviti/s were found 
significant a^ the .05 level, all of which were/rated lower by the 
staff. These findings are presented 'in Tablp 2j. 

f When comparing the rank order of the 'importance of the five 
management functions, both the program lea<3^r$ and staff ranked staffing' 
and planning of greatest importance, followed/ by organizing, directing 
and controlling. When the ten management activities were ranked, both 
the program leaders and staff agreed that, planning program goals, 
objectives and policies annually was the most important of the ten 
management activities. Securing support for planned programs was also 
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Table 1. The Level^of Importance .of Management Functions, and Activities 
in Agricultural Education Programs as Rated by Program Leaders 
. ^ and Program Staff Paired by Institutions 





r 

» 


Level of Importance 
















' Program 
Leaders 


Program 
Staff 






Management Activities * * 


fa 


Mean 
S.D. 


Mean 
S.D. 


T-Valye 




Planning (Combined Activities) 


A Q 

Ay 


8.01 
0.93 


8.03 
0.80 


- 0.11 


\ 


1. 


develop long range program 


49 


8.04 
' 1.10 


8.27 
0.91 


- 1.14 




2: 


Establish program objectives 


/. Q 

Ay 


8,08 
l.i5 


8.29 , 
1.02 


- 0.86 






Formulate written program 
policies 


a y 


7.* 
1.16 


7.43 
1.23 


1.22 

1 




A. 


Prepare the program budget 


Ay 


8.20 
1.29 


8.14 
1.17 


0.26' 




Organizing (Combined Activities) - 


/, ft 
aAo 


' 7.57 
1.03 


N 7.47' ~* . 
1/28 


0.53 




5. 

t 


Establish an organizational 
structure for programs 


t 

49 


7.33 
1.38 


7.12 
1.64 


0.66 




6. 


Define responsibilities and 
authority of staff 


A Q 

Ay 


7.84 
1.33 


7.82 
1.27 


0.09 ' 




7. 


Develop descriptions for 
positions 


A Q 

Ay 


7.45 
1'.50 '. 


■ 7.29« 
1.68 


0.60 




,% ,8. 


Establish qualifications for 
positions 


A ft 
AO 


7.75 
1.30 


7.60 
1.55 


0.68 




Staffing (Combined Activities) 


47 


7,49- 
« 0.90 


—7,94- 
0.78 


0.24 




■ 9. 


Select qualified persons for ^ 
available positions 


49 


Q C 1> 
O . 01 

0.91 


0 . / O 

0.60 


n ft 7 

0 


1 


10. 

» ^ 


Acquaint new persons with 
institution and program 


48 


7.73 
1.30 • 


7.75 
,1.25 


- 0.07 


Y 




Supervise Staff in performing 
new tasks'" 


49 


7.63 
1.25 


. 7*39 v 
1.26 


0.86 


V 


12. 


Plan ways for «staf f to 
develop professionally 


48- 


8.06 
1.04 


7.77 
. 1.31 
t 


It 16 



Table 1. (continued) 





' Level of Importance 














Prnor o m 
t L KjgL am 

Leaders* 


Pr no r m 
nijgi etui 

Staff 




Management Activities 


N 


Me an ' 
S.D. 


Me an 
' S.D. 


T-Value 


Directing (Combined Activities) 


' 49 


. 7.85 
1.04 


7.72 

l.oft 


0.67 


13. 


Coordinate departmental 
activities - - 


* 49 


8.16 


8.14 

J. . VJO .. 


0.10 


14. 


.Motivate £taff 


49 


7.92 

± . Jj 


7.74 

1 i 40 


0.64 


15. 


Resolve differences among 
st^f f 


49 


*7 . 27-* 

J. ■ u vj 


6.94 

J. . \J'-r 


0.98 


; 16. 


Encourage creative efforts 


49 


8.06 
1 . 13 


8.06 
0. 97 


0.00 


Controlling (Combined Activities) 


49 
* > 


7.73 


7.70 
1 1 7 


o.i; 


17. 


Develop evaluation criteria 
or standards v - k 


49 


7.37 


7.41 
1 46 


' - 0.16 


18. 


Assess progress toward 
program objectives 


49 


7.69 • 
1*. lo 


7.90 


- 1.06 


19. 


Evaluate staff performance 


49 


7.88 
1.03 


7.74 
1.38 


0.64 


20. 


Revise program plans based 
on evaluation 


49 


7.96 
0.96 


7.78 
1.30 


0.91 

* 


Total 




47 


7.80 
■ 0.79 


7 ".75 
0.81 


0."29 



\ 



/ 



Table 2. The Level of Implementation of Management Functions and 

Activities in Agricultural Education Programs ^s Rated by 
Program Leaders and Program Staff Paired by Institutions 



Level 


of Implementation 






♦ Program 
Leaders 


Program 
Staff ' . 


Management Activities 

) 


Mean 
N ' S.D. 


Mean 

S.£. T-Value 



2. 



jectives 



Formulate written program 

policies^ 1 - 63 1 - 94 

Prepare the program budget 



Establish an organiza- 
tional structure for pro- 
gram 



8. 



9\ Select qualified persons 



for available positions 1.09 1.20 



10. Acquaint new persons with 



11. 



12. Plan ways for staff to de- 



velop professionally 1-33 1.80 



( 



8 



.* 



6.85 ' 2.13 
2.23 

Organizing (Combined Activities) 48 6.94 6.46 ,1.74 

6.76 0.98 
1.52 

6.25 2.49* 



authority of staff j 1-54 1.81 

Develop descriptions for 49' 6,59 6^_04 /1.39 

positions 1 1.63 2.24 

Establish qualifications 48 7^04 * 6^9 0.69 

for positions '. * "1.69 1.83 

Staffing (Combined Activities) 48 g. 31 » 6^71 2 " 79 % 

0.98 1.13 





1.63 


49 


6.39 < 




1.63 


48 


7.67* 




1.86 


48 


6.94 




1.22 


49 


7.06 




1.38 


49 


7.12 




1.54 


49 ' 


6.59 




1.63 


48 


7.04 




1.69 


48 


g.31> 




0.98 


49 • 


8. 16 




1.09 


48 


7.31 




1.46 


49 


6.92 




1.34 


49 


6.90 




1.33 



Planning (Combined Activities) 48 6.95 6.53 1.48 

£ . 1.24 . 1.45 

1. Develop long range program 49' 6.71 6.41 p. 80 

'\ goals 1.43 1.99 

Establish program ob- 49 7.18 7 .08 0.29 



1.77 

5.78 1.64 



7.98 ' 0.79 



6.58 2.13* 



institution and program 1-46 ^ .93 

.Supervise staff in per- 49 6/92 6^ 3.08* 

forming new tasks • 1-34 1.31 



6.27 2.11* 



\ 



Table 2. (continued) 



Level of Implement ation 



Program 
Leaders 



Program 
-Staff 



Management Activities 



Mean 
S.D. 



. Mean 
S.D. 



T-Value 



Directing (Combined Activities) 


48 


7 


10 


6.46, • 


• 2,40* 








1 


12 


"1.51 






13. 


Coordinate departmental" 


49 


1_ 


47 


7.08 


1 




ft 


activities 




1 


19 


1.58 






















. 14. 


Motivate staff 


48 


6 


94 • 


6.40 


1 


.92 








1 


33 


1.. 78 . 






15. 


Resolve differences among 


48 


. 7 


08 


5. -88 


2 


.98* 




staff 




1 


70 


2.09 






16. 


Encourage creative efforts 


49 - 


6 


92- 


6.47 


1 


.62 








1 


27 < 


1.95 






Controlling (Combined Activities) 




6 


86 


6 23 


3 


07* 








1. 


12 


1.32 






17. 


Develop evaluation cri- 


49 


6. 


55 


5.92 


•2 


08* 




teria or standards 




1. 


53 


1.71 






18. 


Assess progress toward 


49 


6 


80 


6.31 


1 


86 




program objectives v 




1 


47 


• 1.57 ' 






19. 


Evaluate staf f performance 


49 


7 


14 


6.65 • 


1 


7D 








A 


63 


1.73 






* 20. 


Revise program- .plans based 


49 


6. 


_94 


/ 6.02 


3 


30* 




on evaluation 




1:33 


1.66 






Total 




47 


7. 


02 


6.47 


2' 


81* 








6. 


89 


1.02 







^Significant at the .05 level of probability 




considered very important by both groups. Organising and using a pro- 
gram advisory committee and instructing new p^rsQns about policies 
and procedures were agreed by both** .groups to be of the least importance 
in the" management of an agricultural education program. /• The findings , 
are presented in Table 3. v 

Conclusions , 
From this study it was concluded tt)at : 

^ 1. Tbe' agricultural teacher education prq§ra*m leaders and staff m 
agreed that the in^ustr^frnd business management functions of 
planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling 
' were important to the management- of agricultural teacher 
, education programs. \ 

^ ■ 2. *The agricultural teacher education program le^ad^ers and staff < 
agreed that the management functions and activities found in 
fcndusfry and business were being implemented in tht management 
pf agricultural teacher education programs. 

3. The agricultural education program leaders and staff agreed 
that all five management functions and the 20 management 
activities were of somewhat- high importance in' managing an 
agricultural t teacher education program. 

* f 

4. The ^agricultural education program leaders believed that the 

• management functions of staffing, directing, and controlling, 

and management activities in all five functional areas', were y 
implemented at a higher level in their "agricultural teacKer 
~ education ifrograms than did the staff respondents. 4 

5. ""Both the agricultural teacher education program leaders and \^ 

staff generally agreed the functions of planning and staffing^ 
were the most important functions. 

6. Both the agricultural teacher education program leaders and 
staff agreed that planning program -goals , objectives and 
policies, and securing support for planfted programs were of 
more importance than the management activities of organizing" 
and losing* an advisory committee and instructing new persons 
about policies and procedures. 

Recommendat ions , f 
i 

The following recommendations are made for further research: 

1. Further studies should be conducted on the methods- and means t 
pgrf 6rr?v the functions and activiites of ntenagemej^t in ^agricul- 
tural teacher education. 

2/ Further studies should be conducted, concentrating 6n the 
individual functions, such as planning, staffing, etc. 




10 > 



10 



Table 3. Weighted Scores of Agr icultural Teacher Education- Program , / 
Management >Activi'Sies as Ranked by Program Leaders and Program 
4' Staff 



Management Act ivit ies 



Weighted ^Management 

"_ A t '_ t: A v ^ t: y scu 01* 

Leader t Staf f* 



1. 


Organize and use a program advisory 
commit tee 




184 


(9)** 


193 


(9)** 


2. 


Plan program goals, objectives ancf \ 
annually 


olicies 




(10 


405 


(1) 


0 

J . 


Secure support for planned prograuis 




328 


(3) 


OCA 

JjU 




4'. 


' Coordinate assignments to compliment 
. expert ise 


staff 


318 


(4) 


340 


(3) 


5. 


Instruct new persons about policies 
. procedures 


and 


148 


(10) ' , 


167- 


(10) 


6. 


Conduct" regular staff meeting^ 




207 


(8) 


215 


(6) 


7. 


Inform staff of program activities < 
developments 


nd 'new 
efforts^. 


234 


.(6) • , 

A. 


249 


(5) 


8. 


Provide an envitonment Jt or , creat ive 
by staff 


331 


(2) 


312 


(4) ' 




Develop a plan for staff improvement 




212 "(7) 


204 


(7) 




Reiognize staff achievements 




243 


(5) 


203 


(8) 




■ ^ ' t * 




/ 




• - 













*For presentation purposes the researcher determined a weighted scoref 
for each activity .in order to establish a rank order for leaders 
and a rank prefer for staff. Weighted activity score = sum of the 

-inverted rankings multiplied by the number of . respondents foi»each 
ranking. * 

**Rank order of the 'ten management activities; 1 = activity of most 
importance, 10 * activity of least importance. « 

* ' k t ' i 

3. Further studies should be conducted to determine the per- f 

ceptions of higher administrators, such as deans, of the im- 
portance and implementation of the management functions and , 
activities in agricultural teacher education programs. 
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